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REMARKS 

Claims 33-41 remain in this application. Claim 33 has been amended. Applicant 
respectfully requests reconsideration in view of the following remarks. 

Applicant's Response to Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. S103 

Claims 33-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being obvious over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,042,605 to Martin et al. (hereinafter "Martin"). Applicant respectfully traverses the 
rejection on the basis that Martin does not render the amended claims obvious. 

The Examiner contends that Martin discloses an endoluminal prosthesis with an elongate 
ePTFE tubular member, a structural support member, and an elongate securement member that is 
a flat, thin suture helically arranged with respect to the longitudinal axis of the tubular member. 
The Examiner admits that Martin fails to disclose the width of the securement member to be less 
than 0.60 mm, as required in Applicant's claims. The Examiner alleges, however, that it would 
have been obvious to choose such a width based on the disclosure in Martin. 

Martin discloses a stent-graft device including a stent member, graft member, and 
coupling member, which is a broad or flat ribbon. The coupling member is helically wound 
around the stent member. Martin, however, does not disclose, teach or suggest the prosthesis as 
recited in Applicant's amended claims. 

In particular. Applicant amended claim 33 herein to further define the elongate 
securement member. Claim 33 includes a recitation that the securement member is helically 
arranged at an angle with respect to the longitudinal axis. Applicant amended claim 33 to 
include a recitation that the securement member also is arranged at a second angle with respect to 
the longitudinal axis. The securement member, which is arranged at two different angles, 
intersects itself at node(s) of intersection. Further, the securement member is adhered to itself at 
these node(s) of intersection. 
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Nowhere in Martin is it disclosed, taught or suggested to arrange the coupling member at 
two angles with respect to the longitudinal axis and to adhere the coupling member to itself at the 
intersection points. Nor is there any suggestion or motivation in Martin to alter the coupling 
member as such. See In re Kotzab, 55 USPQ2d 1313, 1316-17 (Fed. Cir. 2000), citing B,F, 
Goodrich Co. v. Aircraft Breaking Sys. Corp. , 37 USPQ2d 1 3 1 4, 1 3 1 8 (Fed. Cir. 1 996) ("Even 
when obviousness is based on a single prior art reference, there must be a showing of a 
suggestion or motivation to modify the teachings of that reference."). Therefore, Martin does not 
teach or fairly suggest Applicant's amended claims. 

In view of the above, Martin fails to contain any disclosure that would suggest 
Applicant's claimed prosthesis, as recited in the amended claims. Accordingly, claims 33-41 
would not be obvious in view of the teachings of Martin, and Applicant respectfully requests 
withdrawal of the Section 103 rejection based thereon. 

As such, Applicant submits that the present claims 33-41 are patentably distinct over the 
art and allowable in form. Early allowance is therefore solicited. The Examiner is encouraged to 
contact Applicant's undersigned attorney should there be any questions regarding this 
amendment. All correspondence should continue to be directed to the address given below. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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